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Fig. 30:  Locations of Major Military Structures and Landscape Modifications (Facing Southeast).   
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Construction of Station “S” was part of a larger plan to expand and upgrade O`ahu’s 
coastal defense systems prompted by accelerated technological advances in armament 
and firepower made during World War I (Thompson 1980: 71).  As with earlier defense 
systems, some constructed on O`ahu as early as 1907, these plans focused primarily on 
protecting Honolulu Harbor and Pearl Harbor and were conceived to defend from attacks 
by sea (Dorrance 1995).  These harbors were viewed as vital to the United States military 
presence in the Pacific and, given Hawai`i’s relatively new status as a Territory, were 
considered potentially vulnerable to attack.  This plan also included establishing a Ka`ena 
Point Military Reservation in 1923 (Bennette 2005: 75).  After being expanded in 1924, 
the 114-acre Reservation included that portion of the point that lies between the railway 
easement and a ridge promontory (approximately 800-feet above sea level (Fig. 1).   
 
Station “S” was expanded in 1934 when a double base end station was constructed 
directly below the original Station “S” fire control station (Bennette 2005: 76).  This 
single story, reinforced-concrete station (16 feet wide, 15 feet deep) was built below 
ground and housed two observing instruments (i.e., depressed position finders) positioned 
to operate through three narrow observation slits under the roof overhang.  Similar 
observing instruments and bunks were added to the original fire control station in 1936.  
The 1934 base end station was to send position data to the artillery unit at Battery Hatch, 
Fort Barrette, on Pu`u Kapolei until 1942 when it was reassigned to artillery positions at 
Batteries Brodie and Opaeula located inland of Hale`iwa.  The concrete structures of the 
1924 control station and the 1934 base end station apparently remain intact.  
 
Camp Ka`ena 
 
After the attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941 and the commencement of World 
War II, military personnel were almost immediately stationed at Ka`ena Point to man gun 
and searchlight positions (Bennett 2005: 79-82, 93-100).  Defending the beaches from 
invasion and anti-aircraft defense became a priority in addition to supporting artillery fire 
aimed at off-shore vessels.  In 1942, the initial military encampments became a more 
formalized cantonment (i.e., temporary or semi-permanent military quarters) with the 
construction of wooden structures and a water tank.  Called Camp Ka`ena, the 
cantonment was located on the northeast side of the point in a relatively flat area inland 
of the railway (Figs. 18, 31, 35 ).  At least four sets of concrete slab foundations from 
these buildings are still intact (Fig. 31) as is the foundation of a cylindrical, wooden water 
tank located upslope on the ridge (Bennett 2005: 79-80).  Water was piped into the tank 
from the east along the OR&L easement.  The cantonment supported not only 
detachments assigned to searchlight and gunnery positions, but housed infantrymen 
patrolling the beaches.   
 
Searchlight Positions 
 
A searchlight position was manned at Ka`ena Point between January 1942 and January 
1945 by three sequentially assigned battery detachments (Bennett 2005: 93).  During 
World War II, searchlights were primarily installed in case of night attacks by enemy 
aircraft.  They also provided fire control data during night attacks by sea or could  
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Fig. 31:  Concrete Foundations for Camp Ka`ena Structures First Established in the 1920s 

(Facing Northwest). 

 
Fig. 32:  Sealed Entrance to BCN-409 Northern Tunnel (Facing Northeast).  Note Ridge Cuts 

Stabilized with Pressure-Sprayed Gunite.
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Fig. 33:  Edge of Terraced, Cut and Fill Road Bed Stabilized with Pressure-Spray Gunite (Facing 

Southeast).  

 
Fig. 34:  Gunite-Coated Retaining Wall along Cut and Fill Gravel Road Beyond BCN-409 

Southern Tunnel (Facing Northwest).  
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Fig. 35:  Location of Possible Landing Strip, Trail, Camp Ka`ena and Beacon Light on 1939-1940 Aerial Photograph of Ka`ena 

Point.  
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artificially light areas during night battles.  The positions of incoming plans or ships 
could be determined through triangulation when pairs of searchlights were spaced at 
known distances from each other.  Plans were prepared in 1940 for a “Searchlight 
Position Trail” at Ka`ena Point, but it isn’t clear that the “Trail” was constructed as 
designed.  The “Trail” was to be 750 feet long and 10 feet wide with two shelves (21 by 
21 feet) for the mobile 60-inch, 800 million-candle power lights (Bennett 2005: 93).  
When in position, the searchlights were placed in concrete slabs bound by low walls.   
 
Two ancillary buildings were also planned.  One was to be “a single, story; two room 
reinforced-concrete controller booth” and the other a concrete shelter for the generator 
powering the lights (Bennett 2005: 93).  The “Trail” was to be located at an elevation of 
100 feet.  Additional field work is needed to determine if any altered areas or remnant 
features matching these descriptions can be found between the railway and the BCN-409 
tunnels and gravel road. 
 
Radar Stations 
 
A temporary radar station (SCR-268 radar set) was established at Ka`ena Point soon after 
the attack on Pearl Harbor.  The 14 man-crew assigned to the station stayed in “a 
makeshift rock shelter built with a 6 by 12 inch beam as a ridge pole and corrugated iron 
roof paneling, covered with sand and rock” (Bennett 2005: 94).  An additional hut was 
erected for the commanding 1st Lieutenant.  Radar sets generally operated along side 
antiaircraft searchlights and gunnery positions.  The unit was moved to Fiji by May 1942.   
 
By October 1942, a permanent early-warning radar station had been constructed into the 
ridge approximately midway between Station “S” and the future site of the BCN-409 
Battery (Figs. 29 and 30).  Bomb proof tunnels were constructed to house the SCR-271A 
fixed radar and other equipment needed to run the station (Bennett 2005: 94-100).  The 
primary operations tunnel (15 ft wide; 10 ft high; 100 ft long) was reached by an access 
tunnel (6 ft wide; 6 ft high; and 50 ft long) and was ventilated by a vertical shaft (4 feet 
square; 50 feet high).  Communications cables were run through the vertical shaft to the 
radar antenna placed on top of a “100-foot latticed-steel tower affixed to four large 
reinforced-concrete piers” (Bennett 2005: 95) and to external communications 
equipment.  The reinforced concrete housing unit and its pyramid-shaped roof that 
protects the vertical shaft are still visible along the ridge line from the northeastern side 
of the point.  Also part of the complex is a 120 square feet, reinforced-concrete structure 
used for the station’s communications equipment.  As access to the station was difficult, a 
steel cableway was installed to carry materials and equipment to the site.  The station was 
manned at least to 1949.   
 
Battery Construction No. 49 (BCN-409) 
 
By far the most ambitious and complex project undertaken at Ka`ena Point was 
construction of a battery designated “Battery Construction No. 409” (BCN-409) (Bennett 
2005: 89-92).  Begun in mid-1943, the facility was designed to support two 8-inch naval 
guns and army M1 barbette carriages.  In general, these guns were intended to strengthen 
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coverage of coastal defense positions along the north and west shores of O`ahu.  In 
particular, they were to defend against coastal landings and to provide additional 
protection for the Lualualei Ammunition Depot and Mokule`ia Airfield.  BCN-409 was 
only 60% complete when the project was abandoned in 1945.  A May 31, 1945 study of 
seacoast battery requirements determined that batteries of this type could not withstand 
attack by “modern” air or naval bombardment.  Given technological advances made 
during World War II, the design of these batteries did not provide sufficient overhead 
protection for the guns and they were therefore unable to meet the needs of a seacoast 
defense system of the time (Bennett 2005: 91).  
 
The design of BCN-409 called for construction of two gun emplacements; a tunnel 
complex excavated into the ridge at an elevation of 125 feet; a gravel access road and 
level work areas; and a battery commander’s station.  The tunnel complex, designed to 
house all support operations, powder magazines, and electrical generators and 
compressors, was composed of two access tunnels connected internally by two traverse 
tunnels.  All chambers were 15 feet high and 15 feet wide.  The northern access tunnel 
was the longest at 200 feet; the southern access tunnel extended underground for 40-50 
feet; and the two traverse tunnels were 75-85 and 100 feet long (Bennett 2005:89-90).  
The tunnel entrances were spaced 300 feet apart and were accessed by an 18 foot-wide, 
2,483 foot long gravel road that approached the tunnels from the northwest (Figs. 29, 30, 
32, 36 and 37).  
 
Given the elevation of the tunnel entrances on the ridge slope, a substantial amount of cut 
and fill was needed to create an appropriate grade for the access road and to provide a 
level maneuvering area in front of the tunnel entrances (Fig. 29 and 30).  This resulted in 
an artificial terrace being formed along much of the ridge face and a second, lower 
terrace just northwest of the north tunnel entrance (Fig. 33).  Tailings from tunnel 
excavations were used as fill for the road and terrace.  Some terrace segments were faced 
with stone retaining walls coated with gunite (Fig. 33 and 34) and gunite was pressure-
sprayed over the ridge cuts at each tunnel entrance to stabilize the exposed faces and 
minimize rock fall (Fig. 32).   
 
According to the plans, the two guns were to be placed on open concrete pads at an 
unknown distance from the tunnel entrances (Bennett 2005: 89-90).  The concrete gun 
aprons were apparently completed before suspension of the project but construction was 
never started on the reinforced-concrete underground magazines needed to support each 
emplacement.  The battery commander’s station, located “some distance above BCN-
409’s tunnels,” was also not completed although the floor and walls of the station were 
installed (Bennett 2005: 90).  
 
Most of the completed project components of BCN-409 are still recognizable and 
basically intact.  The tunnel entrances have been sealed and the gunite coating on the 
slope cuts at the tunnel entrances is deteriorating and beginning to crumble (Bennett 
2005: 100).  The access road and terrace features created to provide access to the tunnels 
and level working areas near tunnel entrances are intact as are the piles of tailings that 
also form the sloping faces of the terrace (Figs. 29 and 33).  Additional field inspections 



 

Historic Properties Summary, Ka`ena Point 44 

would be needed to locate the concrete gun aprons for the 8-inch guns and the completed 
floor and walls of the battery commander’s station.   
 
Emergency Landing Strip and Other Activities 
 
Bennett’s document review of military activities at Ka`ena Point also indicates that 
significant portions of the point could have been altered by activities that did not leave 
clearly identifiable or facility specific features.  This was particularly true just before and 
during World War II.  One example is an emergency landing strip apparently staked out 
prior to World War II (Bennett 2005: 78).  Construction was not completed but a cleared 
strip on 1939-1940 aerial photographs may represent these initial efforts (Fig. 35).  This 
strip and the once clear easement to the beacon light have been obscured over time by 
sand and vegetation.  Most of the ground disturbing activities at Ka`ena Point can 
probably be attributed to activities associated with camps and the routine operations of 
troops stationed at the point to run established defense facilities or to work on 
construction projects.  
 
Beacon Light 
 
In 1920, three years before the Ka`ena Point Military Reservation was established, the 
U.S. Lighthouse Service installed a beacon light at Ka`ena Point (Yent 1991a: 1).  Also 
called a “Passing Light,” the rotating beacon was placed on top of a 65-foot, reinforced 
concrete, white pyramidal tower that was constructed on the elevated sand knoll near the 
point (Yent 1991: 1; Bennett 2005: 100).  It was replaced in 1990 by a new beacon placed 
on top of a 30-foot steel pole.  The concrete tower supporting the original beacon was 
toppled and now lies directly north of the new beacon (Fig. 6).  Being 77 years old, the 
toppled concrete tower is a historic property.  The United States Coast Guard maintains 
the beacon and has jurisdiction over the one-acre parcel on which it sits (TMK: 6-9-02: 9) 
(Fig. 2 and 3).  
 

Recommendations 
 
Available information and the field inspections clearly demonstrate that there are 
significant historic properties within or near the proposed predator control fence and 
within the probable “area of potential effect” [36 CFR 800.4(a)(1)].  It was also clear 
during field inspections that the initially proposed fence alignment does avoid many of 
the identified historic properties at Ka`ena Point and could be routed to minimize its 
effect on other properties (Tables 2, 3 and 4).  This assessment, however, can only be 
finalized after consultation with those individuals and organizations that may better 
understand the significance of these historic properties and can help determine which 
mitigation measures, if any, are appropriate.   
 
The following is intended to provide guidance for determining the final fence alignment, 
for identifying those agencies, organizations and individuals that should be consulted, 
and for addressing two particularly critical steps in the federal historic preservation  
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Table 2:  Summary of Identified Native Hawaiian Historic Properties and Project Identification and Mitigation Measures  
 

Known Native 
Hawaiian Historic 

Properties 

 
Known and Potential Locations  Project Identification and Mitigation 

Measures 

Cultural Deposits or 
Scatters 

(midden, artifacts) 

 Known:   Sand dunes near point 

Possible:  Sand dunes and sandy soils 
Scattered deposits could be on rocky flats and slopes 

Project avoids sandy areas 
Survey project area for cultural deposits 

or scatters 
Determine mitigation if found (e.g., 

avoid, record, data recovery) 

Burials 

 Known:    Sand dunes near point 

Possible:  Sand dunes and sandy soils 
Burials in platforms and small caves on rocky slopes 

Project avoids sandy areas 
Survey project area for platforms or caves 

inland  
Avoid if found (contingent on §6E-43, 

HRS)  

Stone Wall 
Foundations 

 Known:    Sand dunes near point 

Possible:  Sandy areas or on rocky slopes 

Survey project area for walls  
Determine mitigation if found 

Fishing Ko`a  
(stone platforms) 

 Known:    Rocky knoll near shoreline and inland on rocky slope 

Possible:  Along shoreline or on slopes 
May be difficult to identify without knowledgeable individuals 

Survey project area for small platforms or 
upright stones  

Avoid if found 
Minimize project’s visual and cultural 

effects 

Pohaku o Kaua`i 
(traditional cultural 

property) 

 Known:    Partially submerged off-shore rock forming western-most point of 
O`ahu 

Probability of property being affected by 
project low given distance from project 
area 

Leina ka `Uhane 
(traditional cultural 

property) 

 Known:    Limestone formation near shoreline Near proposed fence line 
Avoid visual and cultural effects to extent 

possible  
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Table 3:  Summary of Potential Native Hawaiian Historic Properties and Project Identification and Mitigation Measures  
Potential Native 

Hawaiian Historic 
Properties 

 Potential Locations Project Identification and Mitigation 
Measures 

Fisherman Shelters 
and Caves   

 Known:    Historic accounts (See house foundations; cultural deposits) 
Possible:  Along shoreline or inland; particularly near canoe landings 

Survey project area to identify evidence of 
shelters and settlements 

Determine mitigation if found (e.g., avoid, 
record, data recovery) 

Canoe Landings 
 Known:    Historic accounts 

Possible:  Along shoreline where topography and in-shore conditions favorable 

Identify potential landings by examining 
shoreline topography and user knowledge 

Avoid if definitively identified 

Salt-Making Areas 
 Known:    Historic accounts 

Possible:  Rocky shoreline areas amenable to salt collection and drying (within 
range of sea spray; cluster of crevices and depressions) 

Identify rocky areas suited to salt collection 
with knowledgeable users 

Avoid if definitively identified 

Net Mending and 
Drying Areas 

 Known:    Historic accounts 
Possible:  Possibly flat, open areas along shoreline near canoe landings or areas 

suited to net fishing 

Identify potentially used areas with 
knowledgeable fisherman 

Difficult to identify with certainty  

Fishing Basket 
Locations 

 Known:    Historic accounts 
Possible:  Submerged areas on rocky off-shore bench suited to basket traps and 

kala and hinalea habitat 

Identify suitable areas with knowledgeable 
fisherman 

Probably outside project area 

Trails 

 Known:    Historic accounts  
Possible:  Routes parallel coastline along ridge slope or cross point to link 

desired destinations; may be obscured by subsequent uses (roads, 
railway, modern trails) 

Survey project area to identify trail 
segments and associated features 

Probability low given subsequent uses of 
similar routes 

Determine mitigation if found  

House Foundations 
 Known:    1930 account places foundations inland of railway 

Possible:  Lower ridge slopes; areas subsequently modified by military use 

Survey project area to identify house site 
remnants 

Probably destroyed by military use 
Determine mitigation if found  

Heiau (Kuaokala) 
 Known:    Historic documents place on knoll along high ridge overlooking 

Ka`ena Point; it may no longer exist 
Low probability of being affected by project 

given distance and height above project 
area 



 

Historic Properties Summary, Ka`ena Point 47 

 

Table 4:  Summary of Known and Potential Post-1850 Historic Properties and Project Identification and Mitigation Measures  
Associated Historic 

Period or Use  
 Known and Potential Historic Properties or Component Feature Project Identification and Mitigation 

Measures 

Pasturage and 
Ranching 

(1850-1940s) 

 Known:    None; historic accounts 
Possible:   Walls, walled enclosures, corrals 

Fences, fence posts, fencing wire, gates 

Survey project area for remnant ranching 
structures and objects 

Determine mitigation if found (e.g., avoid, 
record, data recovery) 

OR&L Railway 
(1897-1947) 

 Known:   Continuous railway bed alignment and siding 
Raised railway bed (rock, earth or coral fill) 
Retaining walls (on slope cuts or fill embankments) 
Stone and limestone slab paving 
Trenched railway bed cut and tailings from excavation 
Ridge cut and fill formations 
Rock wall paralleling railway 

Possible:   Culverts 
Bridge foundations 
Railway ties or rails 
Shack (Meyer residence near railway) 

Project sited to cross railway alignment 
where character-defining structures or 
modifications are absence 

Survey project area to verify absence of 
railway features 

Ka`ena Point Military 
Reservation (1923-

1965) 

 Known:    Fire Control Station ""S" and back end station (concrete structure; 
fixtures) 

Camp Ka`ena (concrete foundations) 
SCR 271 Radar Station (concrete structures; excavated tunnels) 
BCN-409 Battery 

Excavated tunnels and fixtures 
Tunnel entrances with gunite coating 
Gravel access road made of tailings and fill 
Terraced operations areas by tunnel entrance 
Tailings from tunnel excavation 
Bulldozed tracks and leveled areas 
Passing Light (beacon, concrete pyramidal tower) 

Possible:   Searchligh positions 
Various camp sites 
Miscellaneous operations sites, maneuver areas 
Landing strip 

Most known historic military features are 
outside the proposed project area 

Project will affect BCN-409 Battery 
directly and indirectly 

Survey final fence alignment to determine 
features affected 

Document gravel access road, tailing 
slopes, and terraced features if crossed by 
the fence prior to installation 

Provide interim protection for tunnel 
entrances and terrace features during 
construction 

Minimize visual effect on BCN-409 
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review process.  Both steps are important to generate a record demonstrating compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
 
Recommended Fence Alignment and Mitigation Considerations 
 
In preliminary project proposals, the preferred alignment for the predator control fence 
primarily follows the broad gravel road constructed between 1943 and 1945 to provide 
access to the BCN-409 battery tunnels (Figs. 36 and 37).  This road is convenient for 
several reasons.  It already provides a level, previously-disturbed foundation for the fence 
line and its position on the lower, rocky slope of the ridge avoids the sandy deposits and 
soils where the sea birds nest.  Its relatively straight north-south alignment along the 
lower ridge slope would effectively cutoff most of the point for predator control purposes 
(Fig. 1 and 3).   
 
In terms of historic properties, this alignment is also advantageous because much of it 
was highly disturbed during World War II and it avoids the sand dunes and sandy soils in 
which subsurface cultural deposits and burials are a higher probability.  Construction and 
use of the road from 1943 to 1945 would have destroyed other sites or features associated 
with preceding periods or uses.  The following historic preservation issues, however, 
need to be addressed if this preferred alignment, or a modified version of it, is to be used.  
 

• Leina a ka `Uhane:  The limestone formation named Leina a ka `Uhane is located 
near the northern end of the gravel road where the road turns east (Fig. 36).  
While the formation itself can be avoided, increasing the distance between the 
fence line and the formation will be constrained by the steep slope immediately 
inland (Figs. 8 and 12).  The fence line will have a visual effect on this traditional 
cultural property and its setting and may also affect cultural beliefs and practices 
associated with Leina a ka `Uhane.  These effects need to be considered during 
the review process.  Another constraint is posed by the possible shrine located 
upslope of the formation (Feature 5, Site No. 50-80-03-1183) (Figs. 11 and 12).   

 
• OR&L Railway Bed:  The fence line needs to cross the OR&L Railway bed near 

the shoreline at its northern and southern extent.  At both ends, sections of the 
railway bed were found that can be crossed without altering any of the character-
defining features constructed to create the desired grade of the bed (e.g., raised 
railway bed, trenches, stone retaining walls) or any of the segments with paving 
slabs (Fig. 38).  Using these identified segments would minimize the effect of the 
fence on the historic integrity of the railway bed and its associated features. 

 
• Stone Wall Paralleling Railway Bed:  On the southern end of the proposed 

alignment, the fence would need to breach a low stone wall which parallels the 
railway (Fig. 39).  The length of the wall and its location make it impossible to 
avoid.  The breach would, however, only remove one, relatively small section of 
the wall and not a segment that is particularly unique or exemplary.  The wall 
should be mapped and photographed as a mitigation measure if breached. 
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Fig. 36:  Gravel Road Constructed during World War II to Provide Access to BCN-409 Tunnels 

(Facing Northeast).  Proposed fence would follow road bed.  Note Leina a ka `Uhane in 
the background. 

 
Fig. 37:  World War II Gravel Road near Northeastern Extent of Proposed Fence (Facing 

Southwest). Note Leina a ka `Uhane to the left of photograph
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Fig. 38:  Down-Slope View of Potential Fence Alignment on Southern Shoreline (Facing 

Southwest).  Crossing the railway at this point avoids modified railway bed. 

 
Fig. 39: Up-slope View of Potential Fence Alignment on Southern Shoreline (Facing 

North).  Installation would require breaching of low stone wall. 
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Battery BCN-409:  The gravel road is itself a historic property in that it is over 50 
years old and is part of the Battery BCN-409 complex which is the dominant 
expression of Ka`ena Point’s military history.  The fence, however, would not 
irreparably alter the integrity of this complex if installed in a manner that does not 
disturb the complex’s significant components (e.g., the tunnel entrances, gunite-
coated facings, terrace retaining walls) and does not alter the fundamental 
formation or foundation of the road which is made of excavated fill and tailings.  
Where disturbance is unavoidable, road sections or features should be 
documented as a form of mitigation.  Ideally, the fence should be installed in a 
way that allows the road’s general appearance to be readily restored if the fence is 
removed at sometime in the future.  

 
Consultation 
 
Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 
Part 800) require an agency (or those acting on its behalf) to consult with a number of 
parties concerning the potential effects of a project on historic properties.  
Recommendations concerning consultation for this project are outlined below: 
 

• Hawai`i State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO):  The SHPO needs to be 
consulted throughout the Section 106 review process.  At this stage, a letter 
should be sent to SHPO inviting it to comment on the project and on historic 
properties in the area.  This summary report could be submitted with the letter as 
background. 

 
• Native Hawaiian Organizations:  In Hawai`i, federal agencies are required to 

consult with any Native Hawaiian organization that “attaches religious and 
cultural significance to historic properties that may be affected by an undertaking” 
[36 CFR 800.2(c)(2)(ii)].  As with the SHPO, a letter inviting comment or 
participation in the process should be sent to the Office of Hawaiian Affairs and 
any other appropriate native Hawaiian organization identified during the project 
outreach effort.  This summary report could be submitted with the letter as 
background. 

 
• Knowledgeable and Concerned Parties:  Consultation should also occur with a 

range of individuals, organizations, or agencies that may have knowledge of the 
project area and its history.  The current outreach effort being undertaken for this 
project provides a good opportunity to identify such parties.  A record of your 
outreach efforts and the historic preservation issues raised during this process will 
help characterize the consultation effort. 

 
• Hawaiian Railway Society:  The Hawaiian Railway Society should be contacted 

for their expertise on the history of Hawaii’s railways and any insight members 
may have on the function or uniqueness of features associated with the railway at 
Ka`ena Point. 
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• Coastal Defense Study Group:  John Bennett, a member of the Coastal Defense 
Study Group and author of the article summarizing Ka`ena Point Military 
Reservation’s history, should be contacted.  His assessment of the significance or 
uniqueness of the remaining military features at Ka`ena Point would be 
invaluable.  He may also know other individuals that are interested in the point’s 
military history or have specific expertise to offer.  

 
Inventory Survey and Memorandum of Agreement  
 
If the project proceeds, the following two steps in the historic preservation process are of 
particular importance when planning the overall project.  They broadly encompass many, 
but not all, of the technical steps needed to complete the Section 106 compliance process. 
 

• Conduct Inventory Survey of Final Alignment:  Once the final preferred 
alignment is determined, a historic properties inventory survey should be 
conducted of that alignment and all areas that will or could be disturbed during 
installation of the fence.  This includes all ground disturbing activities needed to 
create the fence foundation, to install the fence, and to stage equipment and 
machinery.  The survey should verify which historic properties will be directly 
affected by these construction-related actions and should provide sufficient 
information on these sites to evaluate their significance and propose appropriate 
mitigation measures (e.g., avoidance, documentation, monitoring, stabilization, 
etc.).   

 
• Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement:  Under the regulations that implement 

Section 106 (NHPA), the agency is to enter into a MOA with the State Historic 
Preservation Office and other parties involved in the project if that project will 
adversely affect significant historic properties.  Other interested parties or 
organizations may be included as concurring parties.  Such adverse effects appear 
to be unavoidable in this case because the most feasible route for the fence, at a 
minimum, runs through a historic military complex and passes near a significant 
traditional cultural property.  Stipulations in the MOA define what steps will be 
taken to avoid or reduce these effects and to document those properties or features 
of a complex that will be altered.  In this case, it is particularly important to 
address what measures will be taken to address the visual impact of the fence 
because altering the setting of a historic property or interrupting associated view 
plans can diminish the historic integrity of the property.  
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Brochure: Ka‘ena Point Natural Area Reserve  
Ecosystem Restoration Project 
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APPENDIX E 

 
Comments Received During Pre-Consultation 

 
Pre-consultation for this project began with the formation of an outreach team. 
The outreach team gave presentations to community organizations and met with 
individuals connected to the Ka‘ena Point area (both the Mokulē‘ia and 
Wai‘anae sides), including the North Shore Neighborhood Board, the Wai‘anae 
Neighborhood Board, and the Mokulē‘ia Community Association.  The outreach 
team also conducted user surveys at Ka‘ena Point on three weekends during the 
fall  of 2007, to get input from actual users of Ka‘ena Point about why they visit  
Ka‘ena and what they think about the proposed fencing.  Finally, the outreach 
team prepared a brochure and poster display for the Hawai‘i Conservation 
Conference and other similar events.  A unique email account was established 
for the project, kaenapoint@yahoo.com, to create an easy-to-remember way for 
the public to communicate their thoughts about the project.  In conjunction with 
the community outreach, the Department sent  a scoping letter to over 90 
government agencies, organizations, and individuals that were identified as 
potential stakeholders for the project.   Follow-up meetings occurred with 
regulatory agencies to discuss permitting requirements.  During the pre-
consultation period, written comments were received from the following:  

•  NOAA  
•  U.S. Army Environmental staff  
•  U.S. Coast Guard 
•  Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
•  City and County of Honolulu Department of Planning and Permitting 
•  Councilmember Donovan Dela Cruz 
•  American Bird Conservancy 
•  Historic Hawaii Foundation 
•  Mokulē‘ia Community Association 
•  North Shore Neighborhood Board 
•  Michele Bachman 
•  John Bennett 
•  David Bremer 
•  Randy Ching 
•  Rich Greenamyer 
•  Tom Lenchanko 
•  Keona Mark 
•  Reed Matsuura 
•  Cynthia Rezentes 
•  Steve Rohrmayr 

  















































Response to The Kaena Point Fence Project by DLNR 
 

Keona Mark 
P.O. Box 2 
Haleiwa, HI 96712 
673-2778 

 
 

This is in response to your handout regarding the proposed Fence Project at Kaena Point. 
 
I am the 7th generation of my family who have been gathering pa’akai, limu, opihi, pipipi, 
lole, and I’a in Waialua Moku, from Waimea Valley to Kaena Point. 
Any fencing at Kaena point will be detrimental to humans, birds and plants.  By installing 
a fence you will not “preserve a precious piece of Hawai’I for future generations”, you 
will be changing that piece of land forever.  It will be an eyesore and it will not stop 
predatory dogs who are “brought by their owners” because “access will remain the 
same”. The fence will “run along the base of the Waianae Mountains..and come down to 
the high tide line.”  How can you possibly say that it will not be an eyesore. No fence, 
especially at Kaena Point, can be “painted to blend into the background”.  Have you seen 
sunsets at Kaena?  Have you been there at the break of day to see the changing colors of 
the ocean and the mountains? 
The Laysan Albatross are some of the biggest and clumsiest birds who frequent Kaena.  
Although they are graceful in flight, their takeoff’s and landings are influenced by the 
gusty winds of Kaena.   Any fence will be harmful to these birds. 
Almost every time DLNR tries to introduce measures (a fence in this case) that 
supposedly will compensate for threats to the survival of native species (tampering with 
Mother Nature) it backfires. 
Is this fence the best alternative or the cheapest alternative you found?  It won’t keep out 
predatory dogs or cats.  Have you thought of having personnel at Kaena Point and having 
access hours?  Have you thought of leaving Mother Nature alone? 
The challenge is not to build fencing at Kaena Point, it is to manage the people that 
frequent the area with no regard to plants, animals, or other people.  I have been out there 
to see all the rubbish, road ruts, plows through native vegetation to create new 4wd paths, 
fireworks, pistol and rifle target practices, and fishing debris that people leave on the 
beaches and reefs.  This fencing project is not the way to protect the area.  It will 
irreparably harm the very uniqueness of Kaena you talk about. 
I strongly oppose this fence project. 










